



























































































４　Ustawa z dnia 5 czerwca 1998 r. o samorządzie wojewódzkim （Dziennik Ustaw z 1998 r. Nr 91, poz. 576）．
５　Ustawa z dnia 5 czerwca 1998 r. o administracji rządowej w województwie （Dziennik Ustaw z 1998 r. Nr 91, poz. 577）．
６　Ustawa z dnia 5 czerwca 1998 r. o samorządzie powiatowym （Dziennik Ustaw z 1998 r. Nr 91, poz. 578）．
７　Ustawa z dnia 24 lipca 1998 r. o wprowadzeniu zasadniczego trójstopniowego podziału terytorialnego państwa （Dziennik Ustaw 
z 1998 r. Nr 96, poz. 603）．
８　たとえばつぎの法律など：Ustawa z dnia 24 lipca 1998 r. o zmianie niektórych ustaw określających kompetencje organów 






NUTS 1－地方（regiony）－県グループ （６）， 
NUTS 2－県（województwa） （16），マクロリージョン（makroregiony）
NUTS ₃－郡グループ（podregiony） （45）， 
NUTS 4－郡および郡と同格の市（powiaty i miasta na prawach powiatu） （379）， 
NUTS ₅－グミナ（gminy） （2489）








































(organy administracji rządowej) 
閣僚会議議長＝首相
(Prezes Rady Ministrów  
   = Premier) 
閣僚会議（内閣）
 (Rada Ministrów=rząd) 
県地方長官(wojewoda) 
県庁(urząd wojewódzki)    県知事
(marszałek województwa) 
県理事会 (zarząd województwa) 













(zarząd gminy/zarząd miasta) 
グミナ役所／市役所
(urząd gminy/urząd miasta) 
グミナ議会／市議会
(rada gminy/






























































































































目　　的 単位：10億EURO， 2004年価格 ％
１a． 成長と雇用拡大に向けた競争力強化 72.1 8.4
















































（EU27 = 100） 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
ウーチ県 42 44 43 43 44 45 47 47 48 50 52 55
マゾフシェ県 71 74 73 74 74 76 77 81 83 87 89 97
マウォポルスカ県 43 42 42 40 41 42 43 44 45 47 49 52
シロンスク県 52 52 52 51 53 53 57 55 55 58 61 65
ルブリン県 35 34 34 34 34 35 35 35 35 37 39 41
ポトカルパチェ県 36 35 34 33 34 35 35 35 35 37 39 42
シフェンティクシシ県 37 38 37 36 37 38 39 38 39 42 45 47
ポドラシェ県 37 36 36 37 37 37 38 38 38 40 41 45
ヴィエルコポルスカ県 50 51 51 50 50 51 54 55 55 57 59 65
ザホドニェポモージェ県 47 49 49 47 47 46 47 48 47 49 51 53
ルブシュ県 43 44 43 42 42 42 45 46 46 48 48 52
ドルニィシロンスク県 48 51 50 48 50 50 51 53 55 59 61 66
オポーレ県 42 41 41 39 39 39 43 43 42 45 48 50
クヤヴィ・ポモージェ県 44 43 44 43 44 44 45 45 45 47 49 51
ヴァルミア・マズーリ県 37 38 38 36 37 39 39 39 39 40 42 45
























100万EURO ％ EURO 全国＝100
ウーチ県 4735.0 5.32 1845.1 79.0
マゾフシェ県 15206.5 17.10 2940.3 125.8
マウォポルスカ県 6306.0 7.08 1927.7 82.5
シロンスク県 8182.1 9.18 1752.4 75.0
ルブリン県 5426.8 6.09 2497.6 106.9
ポトカルパチェ県 6106.7 6.85 2911.3 124.6
シフェンティクシシ県 4349.5 4.88 3398.6 145.4
ポドラシェ県 3917.5 4.40 3275.2 140.2
ヴィエルコポルスカ県 5830.3 6.54 1725.7 73.9
ザホドニェポモージェ県 4378.4 4.91 2586.5 110.7
ルブシュ県 2205.1 2.48 2186.5 93.6
ドルニィシロンスク県 5708.7 6.41 1980.6 84.8
オポーレ県 1754.8 1.97 1684.2 72.1
クヤヴィ・ポモージェ県 4845.3 5.44 2344.8 100.3
ヴァルミア・マズーリ県 5059.0 5.68 3545.5 151.7



























































































































2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
総収入 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
自己収入 41.7 40.8 41.9 43.5 51.5 53.5 53.7 56.4 55.0 48.6 48.2
目的補助金 22.7 22.2 21.0 16.4 14.3 15.1 16.8 15.6 16.7 22.1 22.8
一般交付金 35.6 37.0 37.1 40.1 34.2 31.4 29.5 28.0 28.4 29.3 29.0









47.80 35.95 10.25 1.60




48.07 36.22 10.25 1.60




48.34 36.49 10.25 1.60




48.57 36.72 10.25 1.60




48.79 36.94 10.25 1.60
22.86 6.71 1.40 14.75






















出所：Instytut Nauk Ekonomicznych Polskiej Akademii Nauk［2012］，p. 38.
表９　地方自治体の収支状況（2004−2010年）
（件＝自治体数）
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
黒字自治体数 1258 1535 　929 1762 1515 　668 　319
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Political-Economic Situation and the Financial
Condition of Local Governments in Poland
Masahiro Taguchi
Abstract
　This paper conducts a critical analysis on the political-economic situation of Poland and the current financial 
condition of the Polish local governments.
　Poland was the only country in the EU that avoided recession in 2009, i.e. just after the financial crisis it 
the world in 2008. While a number of studies suggest that the strong exports and individual consumption 
expenditures have been supporting the economy, they tend to miss the crucial fact that local government finance 
in the country is relatively well-balanced, and it became one of the factors of the economic stability.
　Aiming at examining such curious steadiness of the Polish local governments, this paper first focuses on the 
political and economic situation in Poland to understand the background of the financial condition of the local 
governments. Secondly, the system of local autonomy and its changes will be reviewed. Thirdly, the paper 
outlines the current political situation of the country, particularly the outcome of the general election held in 
2012. Different regional strategies of the major political parties will be analyzed as well. Finally, the condition 
of local government finance will be examined to clarify their problems and challenges.
　From the analysis of this paper, the following points will be elucidated:
　(1) The solid economic performance has been maintained in Poland even after the global economic crisis.
　(2) The disparity of economic growth by prefecture and the disparity of the domestic product per capita by 
prefecture both show observable trend of its increase.
　(3) There is a big difference in the regional policy between the two major political parties in the country. 
The ruling party, the Civic Platform (Platforma Obywatelska; PO), bases its policy on the EU cohesion 
fund and adopts the economic growth model, in which the economies of metropolises are the engine 
to lead the country’s economy. On the other hand, the main opposition party, Law and Justice (Prawo i 
Sprawiedliwość; PiS), sets the liquidation of domestic disparities based on the “Polish” policies as its 
main goal.
　(4) The local government system of Poland is characterized by the great authority of commune (gmina) and 
the securing of tax revenue by the state. This model has been ensuring financial stability of the local 
government.
　(5) Many state-owned real estates have been changed to come under local government ownership during the 
period of systemic transformation. The incomes from the real estates and gains upon their sale have been 
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contributing to the stability of local government finance.
　(6) Local governments have been one of the factors of Poland’s stable growth. However, many local 
governments recently started to fall into deficit. The causes of the deficit are as follows: a slowdown in 
tax revenues due to the recession; the falling real estate prices, the rising prices of construction materials 
for public works; the rising energy prices; and natural disasters that occur frequently in recent years.
　(7) The reduction policy of the state budget, directly bound up with the tighter condition of local government 
finance, as well as the decrease of financial supports from the EU Cohesion Fund and its related cuts 
in budgets for public works, has a negative impact on the local economy. They consequently affect the 
growth of the Polish economy to cause its slowing down.
